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Can	 one’s	 own	 experiences	 be	 construed	 as	 good	 research	material?	 One	 of	 the	 challenges	 of	 conducting	
research	into	social	phenomena	is	to	understand	the	meaning	and	emotions	that	underpin	them.	Researchers	















The	 growing	 interest	 in	 autoethnography	 raises	 questions	 about	 its	 definition	 and	 composition,	 how	 it	 has	








(e.g.	health	 (Chang,	2016),	popular	culture	 (Manning	and	Adams,	2015),	 family	 (Adams	and	Manning,	2015),	
education	(Stanley,	2015).	It	provides	an	opportunity	for	new	forms	of	inquiry	as	revealed	by	Bartleet	(2013)	





Autoethnography	 is	 an	 approach	 to	 research	 and	writing	 that	 seeks	 to	 describe	 and	 systematically	
analyze	(graphy)	personal	experience	(auto)	in	order	to	understand	cultural	experience	(ethno)…	This	
approach	challenges	canonical	ways	of	doing	research	and	representing	others…	and	treats	research	as	

















maneuvering	 through	 pain,	 confusion,	 anger,	 and	 uncertainty	 and	making	 life	 better;	 (4)	 breaking	
silence	/	(re)claiming	voice	and	‘writing	to	right’	(Bolen,	2012);	and	(5)	making	work	accessible.	
In	other	words,	autoethnography	provides	the	opportunity	to	express	that	which	does	not	fit	within	traditional	
social	science	research	practices,	 to	offer	enriched	descriptions	and	 insights,	 to	handle	difficult	situations,	 to	








Chang	advises	 that	 researchers	 “think	 carefully	 and	analytically	 about	 their	 research	process”	 (Chang,	2013:	




about	 themselves,	 official	 records,	 photos,	 interviews	 with	 others,	 and	 on-going	 self-reflective	 and	 self-
observational	memos”	(Chang,	2013:	108).	Physical	evidence	can	“stimulate	the	researchers’	multiple	senses	to	
connect	the	present	to	the	past”	(Chang,	2013:	114),	aiding	recall.	Moreover,	an	autoethnography	can	presented	
in	 different	 formats	 (literary	 genres),	 e.g.	 monograph,	 biography	 (life	 history),	 memoir,	 novel,	 short	 story,	
photomontage,	 film,	 song,	 poem	or	 play	 (Tedlock	 2000;	 Chang,	 2013).	 Indeed,	 Chang	 (2013)	 identifies	 four	
idealised	styles	of	autoethnographic	writing,	ranging	from	‘literary-artistic’	to	‘scientific-analytical’:	imaginative-
creative	 (e.g.	poetry,	dialogue),	confessional-emotive	 (e.g.	personal	 revelation),	descriptive-realistic	 (e.g.	 rich	
accurate	description),	analytical	–interpretative	(impersonal,	theory	grounded).	In	contrast,	Adams	and	Manning	
(2015)	 distinguish	 four	 orientations	 to	 autoethnographic	 research	 (social-scientific,	 interpretive-humanistic,	


























Another	 form	of	autoethnography	 is	collaborative	autoethnography	 (Chang,	2013).	This	 involves	 researchers	
sharing	 in	 some	manner	 aspects	 of	 the	 research	 process.	 A	 full	 collaborative	 autoethnography	 involves	 the	
sharing	of	each	other’s	experiences	over	the	duration	of	a	project,	from	conception	to	end.	It	allows,	through	





self-indulgent	 (Sparkes,	 2002)	 and	 is	 lazy	 (Delamont,	 2007).	 Indeed,	 Delamont	 (2007)	 argues	 that	

































More	specifically	 in	 the	context	of	autoethnography,	Ellis,	Adams	and	Bochner	 (2011)	equate	 reliability	with	
credibility,	validity	with	verisimilitude	(e.g.	possible,	believable	and	coherent)	and	generalizability	with	reference	
to	the	relevance	of	the	autoethnography	to	the	experience	of	 its	readers,	hence	validating	it.	A	more	critical	
evaluation	of	 rigour	 is	offered	by	Le	Roux	 (2016)	who	concludes	 that	 it	 is	possible	 to	 identify	 five	criteria	 to	
establish	excellence:	subjectivity,	self-reflexivity,	resonance,	credibility	and	contribution,	with	ethics	taken	for	
granted.	Nevertheless,	 Le	Roux	 (2016),	 surmise	 that,	whilst	 checklists	or	 guidelines	earns	acceptability,	 they	
cannot	be	substituted	for	‘informed	judgement’	in	assessing	the	appropriateness	of	criteria	to	the	methods	used.	






































information	 gathering,	 storage	 and	 reporting	 system	 to	 be	 used	 to	 support	 the	 "quality	 function"	 within	 a	



















advice	 of	 my	 mentors.	 However,	 these	 problems	 were	 regarded	 by	 research	 colleagues	 as	 typical	 of	 the	





study,	 with	 much	 time	 spent	 in	 the	 collaborating	 company	 examining	 how	 they	 functioned	 and	 how	 they	
handled	quality.	It	was	also	a	time	involving	extensive	reading	of	relevant	literatures,	writing	and	what	emerged	
to	be	the	most	important	activity,	that	of	recording	my	thoughts	and	feelings	about	what	I	was	doing.	‘Models’	
were	developed	 to	clarify	what	 I	was	 researching	and	provided	me	with	a	 frame	of	 reference.	Thus,	when	 I	
started,	 I	 had	a	 clear	 statement	about	 the	 ’objectives	of	 the	post’	 in	 the	 form	of	 the	advertisement	 for	 the	
research	position.	This	together	with	the	research	proposal	provided	the	basis	for	the	first	model	of	the	proposed	
study.	As	 the	 research	activity	proceeded,	 it	became	clear	 that	 the	new	technology	was	not	expected	 to	be	






aspects	 of	 a	 company-wide	 view	 of	 quality	 practices,	 it	 drew	 attention	 to	 the	 research	 process.	 Further,	 it	
introduced	a	new	 language	as	well	 as	 an	alternative	way	 for	 thinking	about	my	 research.	 The	 research	was	
shifting	from	an	emphasis	upon	what	I	was	expected	to	observe	–	the	‘Observed	System’,	to	the	challenge	I	was	
facing	as	an	observer	–	the	‘Observing	System’.	This	resulted	in	a	draft	document	which	reviewed	and	reflected	









































































facilitator,	 trustee	 and	 researcher	 in	makerspaces	 and	 related	 creative	 community	 settings,	 this	 is	 the	 core	









us	 to	 ask	 –	 what	 could	 be	 better?	What	 could	 be	 different?	 	 Indeed,	 the	 process	 of	 undertaking	 an	 auto-
ethnography	itself	makes	room	for	these	other	ways	of	knowing	and	brings	them	into	sharper	focus.			
	




different	 reflexive	 benefits,	 social	 sharing	 practices,	 sensory	 perceptions,	 new	 knowledge	 and	 enhanced	
capacities	 to	act.	By	democratising	participation	and	reducing	barriers	 to	access;	an	open,	emancipative	and	






actively	 about	 form	 and	 content,	 the	 represented	 and	 the	 representation.	 It	 also	 leads	me	 to	 consistently	
challenge	assumptions	regarding	the	privileging	of	knowledge	forms	which	can	in	my	experience	and	research	





The	 questioning	 of	 the	 validity	 of	 autoethnography	 as	 a	method,	 instead	 of	 being	 an	 act	 of	 self-indulgence	









uncertainty	 and	 ambiguity	 within	 experience.	 Their	 primary	 contribution	 is	 through	 providing	 insight	 into	
personal	thoughts	and	emotions:	the	former	about	a	research	project,	the	latter	about	self-doubt.	Both	can	be	
described	 as	 an	 autoethnography.	However,	 they	 are	written	 in	 quite	 different	 styles.	 The	 former	 reveals	 a	
systematic	and	disciplined	approach	to	the	generation	of	a	reflective	account,	supported	by	a	more	formalized	
style.	 Its	 contribution	 is	 to	 provide	 a	 rich	 lens	 into	 the	 frustrations	 and	 challenges	 of	 working	 on	 a	
multidisciplinary	 research	 project.	 This	 could	 be	 deemed	 to	 an	 example	 of	 Chang’s	 (2013)	 ‘analytical-










would	there	be	an	aim	to	deceive?	 Instead,	 they	provide	plausible	 insights	 that	may	resonate	with,	and	aid,	
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